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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-1 1 and 36-38 are pending. Claims 12-35 and 39-49 are withdrawn from 
consideration. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. Claims 12-35 and 39-49 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected groups II, III, IV, there being no allowable 
generic or linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on 
3/07/2006. 

Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: in last line of 
paragraph 0035 on page 15 the applicant recites "a GPU". It is not clear which device 
is associated with this abbreviation. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 14 applicant 
recite "can be". Suggests optionally which implies that it actually doesn't have to be. 
Appropriate correction is required. 
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5. Claim 36 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 17 applicant 
recite "can be". Suggests optionally which implies that it actually doesn't have to be. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

6. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

7. Claims 9 and 36-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 9, line 2 and claim 36, line 5, both recite the word "when executed". In the 
context of the claims it describes a program per se with no supporting hardware. It 
never actually has to be executed. Software program need hardware in order to be 
executed. 

Claim 36 state the intended use by use of word "for use" in the preamble and 
"for" in the preamble. To overcome this type of rejection, claims could be amended to 
recite definite functionality (i.e. executed" or "processed"). 



Claims 36-38 are not limited to tangible embodiments. In view of applicant's 
disclosure, specification page 15, paragraph 0034, the medium is not limited to tangible 
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embodiments. As such, the claim is not limited to statutory subject matter and is 
therefore non-statutory. 

To overcome this type of 101 rejection the claims need to be amended to include 
only the physical computer media and not a transmission media or other intangible or 
non-functional media. For this specification, any other media may not be statutory as it 
may include medium that is not statutory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

8. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claims 1,11 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite forfaiting to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

10. In claim 1 it is unclear to the examiner who does the "act of selecting". Since 
claim 2 teaches user selection while claim 3 teaches system selection, it makes it 
unclear which is performing the "selecting" in claim 1. 

11. In claim 1 the word "causing" in line 8 makes it unclear as to what the applicant's 
intended metes and bounds of the claim are, since the claim appears to cover anything 
and everything that does not prohibit actions from occurring. 
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In claim 36 the word "cause" in line 6 and word "causing" in linel 1 makes it 
unclear as to what the applicant's intended metes and bounds of the claim are, since 
the claim appears to cover anything and everything that does not prohibit actions from 
occurring. 

12. Claims 1 and 36 recite the limitation "the validity" in line 15 and 18 respectively. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 11 recites the limitation "a requesting server computer system" in lines 2 
and 3. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The 
examiner does not know which requesting server computer system is referenced. Are 
they the same or different? 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

13. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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14. Claims 1-2, 4, 7, 9-1 1 and 36-38 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Chu et al. (U.S. 6,493,720 B1). 

As per claim 1 Chu etal. is directed to a computer system that accesses a 
database having one or more data tables, a method for configuring the database to 
provide a table change notification when content in one of the data tables is altered, the 
method comprising the following: 

an act of selecting a data table that is to be monitored for content changes ( 
column 3, lines 52-55, wherein "data table" means "file manager, ...,or a database 
system"); 

an act of inserting a record that corresponds to the selected data table into a 
change notification table, the corresponding record including versioning information for 
the selected data table (column 3, lines 55-61; column 7, lines 48-51); 

an act of assigning a trigger to the selected data table, the trigger causing the 
versioning information for the selected data table to be updated in the change 
notification table when content in the selected data table is altered (column 7 lines 60- 
61 , wherein "trigger" means "schedule"); 

an act of updating the versioning information in the change notification table in 
response to content in the selected data table being altered (column 7, lines 48-51); 

and an act of returning the updated versioning information to a requesting server 
computer system such that the updated versioning information can be used to 
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determine the validity of content in a cache entry at the server computer system 
(column 6, lines 34-38). 

As per claim 2 Chu etal. is directed to the act of selecting a data table that is to 
be monitored for content changes comprises an act of receiving user-input that selects 
a data table is to be monitored for content changes (column 7, lines 33-36). 

As per claim 4 Chu et al. is directed to the act of inserting a record that 
corresponds to the selected data table into a change notification table compromises an 
act of inserting the record in response to user-input (column 7, lines 14-16, wherein 
"inserting" means "registering"). 

As per claim 7 Chu et al. is directed to the act of assigning a trigger to the 
selected data table comprises an act of receiving user input instructing a trigger to be 
assigned to the selected data table (column 7 lines 60-61 , wherein "trigger" means 
"schedule"). 

As per claim 9 Chu etal. is directed to the act of assigning a trigger to the 
selected data table comprises an act of the assigning a trigger that, when executed in 
response to content in the selected data table being altered, will update a corresponding 
change ID in the table change notification table (column 7, lines 42-46). 
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As per claim 10 Chu et al. is directed to the act of updating the versioning 
information in the change notification table in response to content in the selected data 
table being altered comprises an act of executing the trigger (column 7, lines 42-46). 

As per claim 1 1 Chu et al. is directed to the act of returning the updated 
versioning information to a requesting server computer system comprises an act of 
returning the updated versioning information to a requesting server computer system 
that constructs Web responses including content from the selected data table (column 
6, lines 14-19; column 6, lines 42-46). 

As per claim 36 Chu et al. is directed to a computer program product for use in a 
computer system that access a database having one or more data tables, the computer 
program product for implementing a method for configuring the database to provide a 
table change notification when data in one of the data tables is altered, the computer 
program product comprising one or more computer-readable media having stored 
thereon computer executable instructions that, when executed by a processor, cause 
the computer system to perform the following: 

select a data table that is to be monitored for data changes ( column 3, lines 52- 
55, wherein "data table" means "file manager, or a database system"); 

insert a record that corresponds to the selected data table into a change 
notification table, the corresponding record including versioning information for the 
selected data table (column 3, lines 55-61 ; column 7, lines 48-51); 
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assign a trigger to the selected data table, the trigger causing the versioning 
information for the selected data table to be updated in the change notification table 
when data in the selected data table is altered (column 7 lines 60-61 , wherein "trigger" 
means "schedule"); 

update the versioning information in the change notification table in response to 
data in the selected data table being altered (column 7, lines 48-51); 

and send the updated versioning information to a requesting server computer 
system such that the updated versioning information can be used to determine the 
validity of data in a cache entry at the server computer system (column 6, lines 34-38). 

As per claim 37 Chu et al. is directed to the one or more computer-readable 
media are physical media (column 2, lines 49-50). 

As per claim 38 Chu et al. is directed to the one or more computer-readable 
media include system memory (column 2, lines 46-56). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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16. Claims 3, 5 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over ChuetaL (US 6,493,720 B1) in view of Jim Challenger, Arun Iyengar, Paul Dantzig 
"A scalable system for Consistently Caching Dynamic Web Data", from here on referred 
as Challenger et al. 

As per claim 3 Chu et al. does not teach the act of selecting a data table that is to 
be monitored for content changes comprises an act of the computer system 
automatically selecting a data table in response to a received Web request. 

Challenger et al. does teach the act of selecting a data table that is to be 
monitored for content changes comprises an act of the computer system automatically 
selecting a data table in response to a received Web request (page 300, column 1 last 
paragraph, lines 4-8, wherein the system is aware of only "athlete page" being imputed 
hence that is table selected). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Chu et al. by teachings of Challenger et al. to include the 
act of selecting a data table that is to be monitored for content changes comprises an 
act of the computer system automatically selecting a data table in response to a 
received Web request because automation is more efficient use of resources (see 
Challenger et al. abstract). 



As per claim 5 Chu et al. does not teach the act of inserting a record that 
corresponds to the selected data table into a change notification table compromises an 
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act of the computer system automatically inserting the record in response to a Web 
request. 

Challenger et al. does teach the act of inserting a record that corresponds to the 
selected data table into a change notification table compromises an act of the computer 
system automatically inserting the record in response to a Web request (page 301, 
column 1, lines 24-27; column 2, lines 9-10, wherein "inserting" means "adding") 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Chu et al. by teachings of Challenger et al. to include the 
act of inserting a record that corresponds to the selected data table into a change 
notification table compromises an act of the computer system automatically inserting the 
record in response to a Web request because automation is more efficient use of 
resources (see Challenger et al. abstract). 

As per claim 8 Chu et al. does not teach the act of assigning a trigger to the 
selected data table comprises an act of the computer system automatically assigning a 
trigger to the selected table in response to receiving a Web request for content 
contained in the selected table. 

Challenger et al. does teach the act of assigning a trigger to the selected data 
table comprises an act of the computer system automatically assigning a trigger to the 
selected table in response to receiving a Web request for content contained in the 
selected table (page 301, column 1, section "3.5 The Trigger Table"). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Chu et al. by teachings of Challenger et al. to include the 
act of assigning a trigger to the selected data table comprises an act of the computer 
system automatically assigning a trigger to the selected table in response to receiving a 
Web request for content contained in the selected table because automation is more 
efficient use of resources (see Challenger etal. abstract). 

17. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chu et al. 
(US 6,493,720 B1) in view of Dettinger et al. (US PUB 2003/0093413 A1). 

As per claim 6 Chu et al. does not teach the act of inserting a record that 
corresponds to the selected data table into a change notification table compromises an 
act of inserting the record into a SQL table. 

Dettinger et al. does teach the act of inserting a record that corresponds to the 
selected data table into a change notification table compromises an act of inserting the 
record into a SQL table (Dettinger et al. page 4, paragraph 0036, lines 11-13). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Chu etal. by teachings of Dettinger et al. to include 
inserting a record into a SQL table because SQL language is most commonly used in 
databases. 



Conclusion 
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18. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tomasz Ponikiewski whose telephone number is 
(571)272-1721. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey A. Gaffin can be reached on (571)272-4146. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Tomasz Ponikiewski 
March 29, 2006 




